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After Final Office Action of >^ril 7, 2006 

AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS 

The attached sheets of drawings includes changes to FIGS. 59-61. 



Attachment: 3 Replacement sheets 
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REMARKS 

This reply is submitted in response to the Final Office Action dated April 7, 2006. The 
amendments above and the remarks that follow address the points raised in the Office Action and, 
thereby to place this application in condition for allowance. 

Priority 

The Examiner contends that the application is not entitled to the benefit of the provisional 
patent applications. Applicant supplied with its response of April 28, 2004 reasons why this 
application is entitled to the priority date of the provisional, and incorporates those reasons by 
reference. Since the Examiner has not applied prior art that was available for the rejection dated 
between the claimed priority date and the effective date of this application, Applicants consider this 
issue closed until such time as it becomes relevant. 

Double Patenting 

Claims 1-1 1, 24-28, 32-38, and 40 stand provisionally rejected for obviousness-type double 
patenting over the claims in U.S. Patent Application 09/823,938. Applicants do not agree with the 
double patenting rejection, as discussed in a previous Office Action response. Applicants request 
that this issue be held in abeyance until allowable subject matter is indicated. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The Examiner requests copies of a number of references listed on an IDS filed on November 
14, 2005 that were missing dates. Applicants submit copies of those references with this response. 
With respect to reference entitled "Reference: Rulemaking 8775-ACTA Petition on Intemet 
Telephony - ACTA Petition on Intemet Telephony before the Federal Communications 
Commission" dated October 1 1 , 2005, the Examiner has requested that a prior version of this 
reference be submitted. This is the earliest date this references was available and, as such, an earlier 
version is not available. 
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Specification 

The Examiner has objected to the specification for informaUties regarding FIGS. 59-61 that 
were submitted in the Office Action dated October 20, 2005. The specification is amended, as 
shown above, to include reference to FIGS. 59-61 in the "Brief Description of the Drawings" and in 
the "Detailed Description." 

Drawings 

The Examiner has objected to the drawings for failure to include references number in FIGS. 
59-61. Applicants amend FIGS. 59-61 to include reference numbers for each step shown in these 
figures. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C> §112 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, for being indefinite regarding 
the phrase "said signaling." Claim 1 is amended as shown above to correct the antecedent basis. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U,S,C. $103 

Claims J. 24. 25. and 28 

Claims 1, 24, 25, and 28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,731,625 of Eastep, in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,772,139 of Smith, U.S. Patent 
No. 6,370,141 of Giordana, and U.S. PubUcation No. 2003/0058277 of Bowman. 

As Applicants stated in the Office Action Response dated October 20, 2005, a patentee is 
entitied to a patent unless the invention is anticipated or obvious in view of the prior art (35 U.S.C. 
§102). The Examiner is required to cite references supporting a rejection of claims, and must point 
the Applicants to the relevant portions of those references (37 C.F.R.§ 1.1 04(c)(2)). 
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While the Applicants thank the Examiner for providing more specificity regarding Eastep 
beyond the sections of the table of contents cited in this and previous Office Actions, a closer 
inspection of these newly cited portions of Eastep cited in the Examiner's Response to Arguments 
(on page 4) and in the §103 rejection (on pages 29-30) show that these portions also do not teach the 
invention as recited in independent claims 1 and 24. Specifically, these portions of Eastep do not 
teach instantiating ^ feature object embodying the compiled representation, instantiating a context 
object that maintains information regarding a present state of the call feature or service, and that 
signals the feature object in regard to events occuring with respect to the call feature or service, and 
the feature object responding to the signal from the context object by effecting execution of one or 
more of the operations in the compiled representation of the textual description in the mark-up 
language. Nor do Smith, Giordano, or Bowman teach these features of the independent claims. 

On page 4 of the Office 
Action, the Examiner cites a 
number of figures of Eastep as 
teaching features of the 
independent claims, specifically 
the usage of a compiled 
representation and textual 
descriptions. For example, the 
Examiner cites FIG. 5 of Eastep, 
reproduced in this response. FIG. 
5 depicts the process of the 
Process Events component shown in FIG. 4, which receives events fi-om other components of the 
system, parses the events to extract data, and identifies the event type. As shown in FIG. 5, 
information is read into the Process Events component, which then determines the event types, and 
takes some action based on that determination. There is no teaching regarding FIG. 5 that relates to 
instantiating a feature and context object as recited in the independent claims. 
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The Examiner's citation of FIGS. 3, 6, 7, 55A, 55b, 81, and 100 of Eastep on page 4 of the 
Office Action are equally deficient. Like FIG. 5, none of these figures teach features of the claims, 
including instantiating a feature and context object as recited in claims 1 and 24. 



Further, claim 1 of the instant application recites "instantiating a context object that 
maintains information regarding a present state of the call feature or service, and that signals the 
feature object in regard to events occuring with respect to the call feature or service." In addition to 
the portions of the table of contents of Eastep, the Examiner contends that this recitation is taught by 
the following passages fi-om Eastep, cited on page 29 of the Office Action: 



Sctvwc PcMUfc Principles 

1 . AU $trvi« ftiliiws kit describtd a comWintfiofV of <ioe 
nr mnrc ci^abilitses, 

2. All iwice fcBtitrw c«i be dcfiracd bjr d ftniie numbw of 
ciipibtlUlcs. 

3. Indhidua! acrvicc fcalurc* musl be dctinwi mm^ t 

feature must dixiirocnl ibtrir inpuct. ciulpalJL, erroa- viilucv, afl 
dit^ilay bclttvuirs aod pi:ilcti(llal icrvicc applJcalkaLs. 

4. Ifiicracfifjo of physical ctnliics h iltc nciwortc iicriitaBco- 
uiono fihiW ckii be v'ls&dtt tn ibe uticr of tfie ccn^icc feature 
ihnwfib <fae service fcarune intcrfftccs. 

5. Eadb stcrviix futuie Khnuld \uvk a uni&ud aod Msh6c 15 
cxivmaJ iolcrfaa'. Tbo ralcrfacv ii cklia*iHl *a a scl of 
C^raliut39v tnd Itx; ilia a^qpiuvil and provkb:^! by cacti 

6. ScrvKtt fc mures are ooi dcpk>>«d m\a iKc ncrwnrk by 
thefrasclvcs. Ascrvio: feature is, tanty dcpdoj^d w part of Jil 
a service k>sic program which iavxikcs the stn-icc feamrc 
(see FIG. 21). Thuit. scn'tci: ftalurts lunki'il into itrvioo 
logic pro^aim stu£c4lty, vwtlk cipAbUItlcs aic Lln&cd to 
«n'6a k>gi(^ p»i"»^ins dyounietlly. 'fhds is wtcre ibc 
Uittti! coiqrfing «f roscrunres it> ttejvkcs is achieved. M 
Capahilily Principle* 

1. Cipihilities are delincd oocnptelcly indcpeodeal from 
cousidcnitico of uiy p\tyski^ ot lojJiiaS tni^lcaictUalioo 
(oc4»virk CmjilcoicitaaiiM liidqiatdcni). 

2. ihdki cxfiabclzly shoutd hiw t nmbtd nnd sul>tc ioccrfaix. m 
The iDterfnoo bt ikscribMt as d sei of cipcmticcs, and tbe 
dita roqaircd aod ptravvdcd by each upcratiac], 

S. IndivUtuul capiAiiiiln*^ wcua hu <li!tbitM] luan^ i •lO.uicUrd 
tnclbifdotOffj) K> ailDW ac«vic« di;£agDe7ft Cu bkVt) d coia- 
rnoa uodcrsundit^ of q ctpobility. Etcfc cap£/biliiy wsm. 4? 
cfcicumeot (heir inputs rrutpots error vntots display 
behoviocv mid poficnUttl igervtcv nftpEicDliooE. 

4. tntunictiaa of pbyclcai ctstiti<!s En llw network irnplcmco- 
lAt&m shun no4 be vts£tilc do ibc oscr otf it)c cipijt>t]iiy 
ihiwugti (be C3ptt»[l&y iniefftccs. sn 

5. Cap4biliiics n»y be weittiiicd to fwtn high-lci'cl capt- 
hili licit. 

6. An operilian ot t capibdify ifcfinesoae aampfcte ictivity. 
An ctptiritkia on t c^piliiliiy baaiioc Ic^cici) iiirlioftpuini 
and troc Or itiOrc bOyjc*! cndb]^ FOinlb. 55 

7. Capuhilii icj. may be rcnli«tl m one m tnort piece of 
ph)'!wcal hardwire w la^ftwane Id ihe nelwoek irtiptcnico- 

Eastep at Column 3 1 , Unes 11-58 
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SubscriptiDrti — usyncKronous stream of ISP masier data; 
Cache copies — a snapshot copy of ISP master ilata; 
Action — any comrol activity; and 
Controbi any control data. 
Domain AssociatiortS 

In general Ibo Salclliie doimitts 2222 of Data Manago- 
mcni 2138 cnccttnpass: 
ISP Applications; 
Externa] systems; 

Network interfaces 2226 and sy^cm gateways 2230; and 
Database client (dbClicnt) 2234. 
The Central domain for Data Management 2138 encom- 
passes: 

Moniioring (dbMon) 2240; 
Admitiisualioo (dbAdmin) 2238; and 
Database masters (dl>Servef) 2236 

Eastep at Column 41, lines 31-48 



30 



Piay Qistonier Speciiic M>ice M^ssage^; 
Prompt ftir User Ir^sut; 
U^cr Ininii ba$cd Information Access; 
Call Ejfteddiug Capabilities; 
Call Bridging Capabilities; 
Audio Cionfcrcooc Capabilities; 
Call Transfer Capabilities; 
Record User M>ioe Messages; 
Remote Update of Recorded Vbicc; and 

Seod/Rcceive Pax. 
Additional Components 

In addition 10 the above meniioneU componcnis, a set of 
additional cumponeois are also architected into the MCI 
Intelligent Nctm>rk. ITicsc components are: 
Intelligent Call Routing (ICR) services are offered for 

specialized call routing based on information obtained 

from the calling paity either during <be call *n 

earlier lime. Routing is also based on the knowledge of 

the physical and logical nclworic layout. Aiklitiotial 

inielligecu routiug ser\ace^ bas^ on time of day» alter* 

naie routing based on busy routes are abo offered, 

Eastep at Column 21, lines 1 1-34 
These portions of Eastep are neither substantive nor particularly pertinent to the pending 
claims. For example, neither mentions "a feature object" nor "a context object" as provided in 
Applicant's recitation. 

Still further, claim 1 recites "the feature object responding to said signal from the context 
object by effecting execution of one or more of the operations in the compiled representation of the 
textual description in the mark-up language". Applicants again must rely on the portions of Eastep 
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cited by the Examiner in page 29-30 of the Office Action. The Examiner contends that this 
recitation is taught by portions of Column 41 shown above, and the following passage from Eastep: 



specialized call fouting basest on information obtained 
from Ihe calling paxiy either during the call or at an ^ 
earlier time. Routing is also based on the knowlcctgc of 
the physical and logical nelwork layout. Additional 
intelligem routing services based ou lioie of day, alscr- 
nalc routing based on busy routes are also offered. 

Billing is a key component of the MCI Intelligent Net- 
work. The billing component provides servic<^ for 
ot&tomer billit^ based on call type and call duratiitn. 
Specialized billing scr\'iccs arc additicwiaUy provided 
for value added scrvMCcs like Ihc lit{K) Collect calls. 

Fraud iMoniloring component is a key cwmponetil of the 
MCI Inlclligent Network providing services for pre- 
venting loss of revenue due to fraud and illegal usage 
of the network. 

Operational Measurements include infortmtioa gathering 
for analysis of produci perfortnaoce. Analysis of 45 
resiKjRSc to advertising campaigns, calling patterns 
resulting in spcdali/xd reports result t'mm operational 
measure menis. Informalton gathered is also used for 

Eastep at Column 21, lines 28-48 
These portions of Eastep do not seem to be substantive nor particularly pertinent to the 
pending claims. For example, neither mentions "a feature object" as provided in Applicant's 
recitation. 



The Examiner cites the same portions of Eastep shown above with respect to independent 
claim 24. As stated above with regard to claim 1, these passages are deficient and are not particurly 
pertinent to the pending claims, including claim 24. 



Thus, for these reasons, among others, the rejection of claims 1, 24, 25, and 28 is without 
merit and should be withdrawn. 



Claim 2 



Claim 2 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Eastep, Smith, 
Giordano, and Bowman, in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,646,947 of Cooper. 
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Claim 2 is dependent on claim 1, and hence contains all the features of claim 1. As 
discussed above, Eastep, Smith, Giordano, and Bowman do not teach the features of claim 1. 
Cooper fails to remedy the deficiencies of those references, as Cooper fails to teach instantiating a 
feature object embodying the compiled representation, instantiating a context object that maintains 
information regarding a present state of the call feature or service, and that signals the feature object 
in regard to events occuring with respect to the call feature or service, and the feature object 
responding to the signal from the context object by effecting execution of one or more of the 
operations in the compiled representation of the textual description in the mark-up language. 
Hence, claim 2 is patentable over the combined references. 

Claim 3 

Claim 3 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eastep, Smith, 
Giordano, Bowman, and Cooper, in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,597689 of Chiu. 

Claim 3 is dependent on claim 1, and hence contains all the features of claim 1. As 
discussed above, Eastep, Smith, Giordano, and Bowman do not teach the features of claim 1, and 
Cooper does not remedy their deficiencies. Chiu fails to remedy the deficiencies of those 
references, as Chiu fails to teach instantiating a feature object embodying the compiled 
representation, instantiating a context object that maintains information regarding a present state of 
the call feature or service, and that signals the feature object in regard to events occuring with 
respect to the call feature or service, and the feature object responding to the signal from the context 
object by effecting execution of one or more of the operations in the compiled representation of the 
textual description in the mark-up language. Hence, claim 3 is patentable over the combined 
references. 

Claim 4 

Claim 4 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Eastep, Smith, 
Giordano, and Bowman, in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,991,389 of Ram. 



15 



Application No. 09/823,940 

After Final OflBce Action of April 7, 2006 



Docket No,: 1 02374-00 15RCE 



Claim 4 is dependent on claim 1, and hence contains all the features of claim 1, As 
discussed above, Eastep, Smith, Giordano, and Bowman do not teach the features of claim 1 . Ram 
fails to remedy the deficiencies of those references, as Ram fails to teach instantiating a feature 
object embodying the compiled representation, instantiating a context object that maintains 
information regarding a present state of the call feature or service, and that signals the feature object 
in regard to events occuring with respect to the call feature or service, and the feature object 
responding to the signal from the context object by effecting execution of one or more of the 
operations in the compiled representation of the textual description in the mark-up language. 
Hence, claim 4 is patentable over the combined references. 

Claims 5. 7 

Claims 5, 6, and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eastep, 
Smith, Giordano, Bowman, and Ram, in view of Cooper. 

Claims 5, 6, and 7 are dependent on claim 1, and hence contains all the features of claim 1. 
As discussed above, Eastep, Smith, Giordano, and Bowman do not teach the features of claim 1, and 
Cooper and Ram both fail to remedy the deficiencies of those references. Hence, claims 5, 6, and 7 
are patentable over the combined references. 

Claims 8 and 9 

Claims 8 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Eastep, 
Smith, Giordano, Bowman, Ram, and Cooper, in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,333,931 of LaPier. 

Claims 8 and 9 are dependent on claim 1 , and hence contains all the features of claim 1 . As 
discussed above, Eastep, Smith, Giordano, and Bowman do not teach the features of claim 1, and 
Ram and Cooper fail to remedy their deficiencies. LaPier fails to remedy the deficiencies of those 
references, as LaPier fails to teach instantiating a feature object embodying the compiled 
representation, instantiating a context object that maintains information regarding a present state of 
the call feature or service, and that signals the feature object in regard to events occuring with 
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respect to the call feature or service, and the feature object responding to the signal from the context 
object by effecting execution of one or more of the operations in the compiled representation of the 
textual description in the mark-up language. Hence, claims 8 and 9 are patentable over the 
combined references. 

Claims 10 and 11 

Claims 10 and 1 1 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eastep, 
Smith, Giordano, and Bowman, in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,144,723 of Truchon. 

Claims 10 and 1 1 are dependent on claim 1, and hence contains all the features of claim 1. 
As discussed above, Eastep, Smith, Giordano, and Bowman do not teach the features of claim 1. 
Truchon fails to remedy the deficiencies of those references, as Truchon fails to teach instantiating a 
feature object embodying the compiled representation, instantiating a context object that maintains 
information regarding a present state of the call feature or service, and that signals the feature object 
in regard to events occuring with respect to the call feature or service, and the feature object 
responding to the signal from the context object by. effecting execution of one or more of the 
operations in the compiled representation of the textual description in the mark-up language. 
Hence, claims 10 and 1 1 are patentable over the combined references. 

Claims 26 and 27 

Claims 26 and 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Eastep, 
Smith, Giordano, and Bowman, in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,995,831 of GuUiford. 

Claims 26 and 27 are dependent on claim 24, and hence contains all the features of claim 24. 
As discussed above, Eastep, Smith, Giordano, and Bowman do not teach the features of claim 24. 
Gulliford fails to remedy the deficiencies of those references, as GuUiford fails to teach instantiating 
a feature object embodying the compiled representation, and instantiating a context object in 
response to an event which maintains information regarding a present state of the call service, and 
the context object signalling the feature object to access the compiled representation and to effect 
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execution of the call service defined by the logic instructions. Hence, claims 26 and 27 are 
patentable over the combined references. 

Claims 32-38 and 40 

Claims 32, 37, 38 and 40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,490,564 of Dodrill in view of Eastep, Smith, Giordano, and Bov^man, and claims 
33-36 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dodrill, Eastep, Smith, 
Giordano, and Bowman, in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,226,286 of Danne. Claims 32-38 and 40 are 
canceled without prejudice. Applicants reserve the right to re-introduce these claims at a later time. 
Thus, the basis for these objections is obviated. 

Conclusion 

In view of the above amendment, Applicant believes the pending application is in condition 
for allowance. 
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